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RECORD COF DECI SI ON
DECLARATI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Escanbi a Treating Conpany Site
Pensacol a, Escanbia County, Florida

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the National Relocation Pilot Project and the selected interim
remedi al action at the Escanbia Treating Conpany Site (ETC), Pensacol a, Escanbia County,

Fl ori da, which has been chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnental Response
Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Arendnents

Reaut hori zati on Act of 1986 (SARA), 42 U S.C. ° 9601 et seq., and, to the extent practicable,
the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300.
This decision is based on the Adm nistrative Record file for this site.

The State of Florida, as represented by the Departnent of Environnental Protection (FDEP), has
been the support agency during the Renmedial Investigation/Feasibility Study process for the ETC
site. In accordance with 40 C.F.R °©° 300.430, FDEP, as the support agency, has provided input
during this process. FDEP has concurred with this decision.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in the Record of Decision (ROD), may present an
i mm nent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

This remedy is an interimaction for the site. It addresses the relocation of househol ds
affected by the contam nation at the site. The nmgjor conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

. Per manent relocation of an estinmated 358 households fromthe Rosewood Terrace
subdi vi si on, the Qak Park subdivision, the Escanbia Arns Apartnents, and the Goul di ng
subdi vi si on.

. Dermolition of the hones, and institutional controls to restrict the | and use of the area
to industrial or conmmercial use.

The remedy is based on the following factors: health risk reduction, community welfare, cost
benefit and operational concerns, configuration of the land area, as well as long termcomunity
devel opnent goal s.

A subsequent renedy will address soil contam nation on the Site and in the forner residential
ar eas.



STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ON

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnent, is cost effective, and it
conmplies with Federal and State requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and
appropriate to the renedial action. This renedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatnment (or resource recovery) technol ogies to the nmaxi mumextent practicable. The statutory
preference for renedi es that enploy treatment that reduces toxicity, nmobility, or volunme as a
principal elenent will be addressed by the final response action for the site.

Finally, this alternative would provide the best bal ance anong the nine criteria EPAis required
to consi der under the National Contingency Plan (NCP).

<I MG SRC 97018A>



1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Escanbia Treating Conpany (ETC) site is located at 3910 North Pal afox Street in the Gty of
Pensacol a, Escanbia County, Florida at approximately 305 27" 19" north latitude and 875 13' west
longi tude. The 26-acre ETC site, located in a mxed industrial and residential area, is
bordered on the north by residential nei ghborhoods, on the west by Pal afox Street, on the east
by the a Railroad Sw tchyard, and on the south by an abandoned concrete plant and snal
industrial park. The site is an abandoned wood preserving facility that operated from 1942 unti
its closing in 1982. Figures 1 and 2 show the ETC site | ocation

2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The ETC site was first operated in 1942 as a manufacturing facility for the treatnent of wood
products with creosote. Before the start of operations, the land was used for farmng. ETC s
Pensacola facility was involved in the pressure-treating of wood products, primarily utility
pol es and foundation pilings. Southern Yellow Pine was debarked, formed, dried, inpregnated
with preservatives, and stored at the facility until delivered to custoners. From 1944 to
approxi mately 1970, coal-tar creosote was used as the primary wood preservative

Pent achl or ophenol or PCP dissolved in No. 6 diesel fuel was used at the facility as a
preservative from 1963, and was the sole preservative in use from1970 to 1982. Excess wood
preservative was allowed to drain fromthe treated products along drip tracks before on-site
storage in nine treated wood storage areas.

Cont am nated waste water and runoff fromthe former treatment area were the prinmary wastes
managed at the facility. 1In the early years of operation, all wastewater was sent to an unlined
i npoundnent |ocated in the northeastern part of the site. This natural earthen unit was used
fromthe md-1940s through the m d-1950s. After the m d-1950s, process waste water and

contam nated runoff were nanaged by two separate systens. Process waste water was initially
managed by an oil/water separator to recover treating chemcals and process water for reuse in
the wood-treating process. The system consisted of two concrete and treated wood

i npoundnents. The former "hot" and "col d" ponds, each used from 1955 to 1982, and with a
hol di ng area of 6250 cubic feet, operated in series. The "hot" pond received waste water |aden
with PCP and creosote before its discharge via shower heads into the "cold" pond. The shower
heads cool ed the water, volatilizing sone of the organic constituents. Wter fromthis unit was
di scharged to the Pensacol a sanitary sewer system or punped back into the process vacuumline

The contam nated runoff fromthe treatnment area was directed into a runoff collection/separation
system This systemconsisted of a concrete collection pad and a series of separation basins
whi ch renoved waste treating solutions fromthe runoff water. Runoff was then punped via a
stormdrain systemto an i npoundnent |ocated in the southern section of the facility. The

i npoundnent, which was constructed of sectionally poured concrete, had a hol di ng capacity of
225,000 gallons. Wastewater in the inpoundnent, also known as the "swi mming pool"”, was all owed
to evaporate, and the remai ning content was di scharged to the Pensacol a sanitary sewer system

<I MG SRC 97018B>
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The ETC site has a lengthy regulatory history that begins with the submittal of the Notification
of Hazardous Waste Activity Form (CERCLA 103C) to EPA in 1980. Before this submttal and the
passi ng of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), little avail abl e docunentation

was generated regardi ng conpliance and non-conpliance with federal, state, and county rul es and
regul ations.

As required under the notification provision of RCRA, a Part A Pernmit Application was submtted



by ETC on Novenber 18, 1980 to the Florida Departnent of Environnental Regulation (FDER) for a
permt to operate a hazardous waste storage facility engaged in the storage of KOOl Wod
Preservative waste. Under 40 CFR Part 261.32, KOOl Wod Preservative waste is defined as
"bottom sedi ment sludge fromthe treatnent of waste water from wood preserving processes that
use creosote and/or pentachl orophenol”. Al though ETC ceased operation in Cctober 1982, three
surface inmpoundnents at the facility that contai ned KOOl sl udge and wastewater required
permtting and cl osure.

ETC applied to the State of Florida for a Tenporary Qperating Permit (TOP) on April 11, 1983.
The permt required ETC to subnmit a nodified closure plan, groundwater nonitoring plan, and
statistical analysis of groundwater sanples. The facility submtted a revised closure plan for
the surface inpoundnents in March 1985.

On August 20, 1985, EPA issued a Warning Letter to ETC regarding violation of the RCRA

financial requirements. The warning letter was followed by a Notice of Violation (NOV) on

Sept enber 15, 1985, resulting fromthe facility's failure to respond to the Warning Letter. The
maj or violations cited in the NOV dealt with the groundwater programand the failure to provide
financi al assurance.

During the nmonth of Septenber 1985, in accordance with the TOP, the facility renoved sl udge
fromthe three surface i npoundnents and transported themoff-site to a hazardous waste facility
in Al abama. Additionally, during this period another NOV was issued that addressed groundwater
and financial violations.

From 1985 to 1989, various violations were noted at the facility and enforcenent actions were
taken by EPA and FDEP. In April 1989, EPA conducted a conpliance eval uation inspection at the
ETC site, and noted several violations.

In June of 1990, EPA conducted a prelimnary review and visual site inspection during a RCRA
Facility Assessment (RFA) to identify Solid Waste Managenent Units (SWWJs) and Areas of Concern
(ACCs). The RFA was conducted pursuant to the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendrments (HSWA) of
1984, which expanded EPA' s authority under RCRA to require corrective action for rel eases of
hazar dous waste or hazardous constituents from SWMJks for facilities such as ETC that sought a
RCRA permit.

After the RFA, the EPA Environnental Response Team was activated by EPA Region 4 to

performa prelimnary assessnment of the site. The information obtained during this
investigation indicated that a renoval action was needed to address contam nation at the site.
In October 1991, EPA began a renoval action to excavate all materials of concern and to estinate
the anmount of material to be dealt with in future phases. The renoval action was conpleted in
1992. The excavated material (225,000 cubic yards) is currently stockpiled under secure cover
on-site. EPA proposed the site for inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) in August
1994. After a 60-day public comrent period, the site's listing on the NPL was finalized on
Decenber 16, 1994.

3.0 H GHLIGHTS OF COWUN TY PARTI CI PATI ON

Al requirenents for public participation under CERCLA Sections 113(k)(2)(B)(I-v) and 117 were
nmet in the renedy sel ection process. Sone residents have forned a comunity group known as
Ctizens Agai nst Toxi ¢ Exposure (CATE). CATE works to express and resol ve conmmunity concerns
such as health problens that may have resulted fromrenoval activities, |oss of property val ue,
rel ocation of residents, and di sposal of excavated soil. CATE received a Technical Assistance
Gant (TAG for the ETC site.



In Novenber 1994, a Conmmunity Wrking G oup, was organi zed at the ETC site. The goals for
this working group were to inprove conmunication and build trust between EPA and the
community, as well as provide the community with a neaningful role in EPA s decision-naking
process at the site.

I nformational Fact Sheet Updates have been published and distributed to interested parties at
the Site. These have been used to keep the public infornmed of response activities. EPA
maintains an information repository at the Wst Florida Regional Library which contains the
Adm ni strative Record and other information about the Site.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE COF ACTION

This ROD addresses the rel ocation of approxi mately 358 househol ds i n nei ghbor hoods surroundi ng
the ETC Site (hereafter, the "Relocation Area") as shown in Figure 3. The affected residentia
areas are: the Rosewood Terrace subdivision, the Cak Park subdivision, the Escanbia Arns
apartnents (Figure 4), and the Goul di ng subdivision ( Figure 5).

I'n June 1995, EPA nomi nated the Escanbia site as part of a National Relocation Evaluation Pilot.
In addition to providing for early consideration of relocation at the Escanbia site, the pilot
efforts will also be used by EPA to assist in the devel opnent of a national relocation policy.
The objective of this policy is to deternmi ne when relocati on should be used in addressing the
health threats posed by Superfund sites in a way that reflects comunity interests, while at the
sane tinme making cost-effective and technically sound renedi al deci sions.

<I M5 SRC 97018D>
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EPA has exam ned the full range of renedial options available to address the overall inpact of
Site conditions on the coomunity. The interaction of the following factors, not any single
factor makes relocation the correct renmedial decision for the ETC site

1. EPA has identified health risks due to the presence of 2,3,7,8-TCDD (dioxin) and
benzo(a)pyrene (BaP) in portions of the Rel ocation Area.

2. The adverse inpacts on the residents of the Relocation Area fromfear stenmmng from
uncertainty relative to health inpacts, |oss of property values, and psychol ogi ca
stress, are difficult to quantify but are very real considerations. These concerns
have arisen in part fromthe visibility of an extrenely |arge stockpile of highly
contam nated soil and two excavations of simlar magnitude. The excavations and
stockpile are the result of the 1991-92 renoval action in the imediate vicinity of the
Rel ocati on Area.

3. In addition to the risks posed by contamnation in portions of the Relocation Area,
final renediation activities on the site are also expected to further adversely affect
the Rel ocation Area through operational issues such as truck traffic, noise, dust,
equi pnent stagi ng, and ot her inpacts.

4., Renoving the residents in the Relocation Area will provide greater flexibility for fina
remedy selection with a significant potential for |lowering overall project costs. The
cost savings are enhanced by obviating the need to renediate soil in residential areas
to residential risk levels.

5. The residential areas in the Relocation Area are discreet, well defined, and |ocated in



a comercial area. The existing |land use and transportation infrastructure strongly
indicates the appropriate use of the property is as industrial property. In addition
the relocation will provide land for industrial purposes that is valuable to the
community froman econoni c devel opnent perspective.

The factors |isted above, conbined with a concern for the overall welfare of the comunity,
justifies relocation of the residents of the Relocation Area in furtherance of the objectives of
the National Relocation Pilot Project. The uniqueness of the site and the interaction of the
many factors present here does not, in EPA's opinion, create a precedent for relocation at other
Superfund sites.

This interimaction will be consistent with any planned future renedial actions, to the extent
possi bl e.

5.0 SUWHARY CF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

According to the 1990 census, the popul ation of Pensacola was 58,165. The popul ati on of
Escanbi a County was |listed as 262,798. The nearest honmes are directly adjacent to the site and
the SWWJ 10 excavati on area on the northwest boundary of the site. Sone of these hones are
within 15 feet of the excavated area. The residential areas nearest the site, Rosewood Terrace
Qak Park, Goul ding, and Escanbia Arns, consist primarily of African-Anmerican comunities.

Addi ti onal denobgraphic data indicate that mnorities nake up 60 to 100 percent of the tota

popul ation within a one nmle radius of the site. |In conparison, nost other areas of Escanbia
County have mnority popul ations that range fromO to 10 percent of the total. Thirty to 70% of
the population within a one mle radius of the site has not conpleted high school. 1In

conparison, in nost other areas of Escanbia County, the percentage of the popul ation that has
not conpl eted high school ranges fromO to 30% Thirty to 70% of the people within a one nile
radius of the site live below the poverty level. |In conparison, 0 to 30%of the population in
other areas of Escanmbia County |ive bel ow the poverty | evel

The Rosewood Community is located i nmediately adjacent to the ETC site. The comunity is
bordered to the west by Pal af ox H ghway, the south by the former Escanbia Treating Conpany,
and the east by a Railroad Switchyard. The Gak Park community and the Escanbia Arns
apartnents are located just north of the Rosewood Terrace subdivision across H ckory Street.
The Fl orida Drum Manuf acturing Conpany, an industrial facility, is located within the Cak Park
community between the residential area and the railroad to the east. There are approxi mately
200 famlies living in the Escanbia Arns apartnents.

The Goul ding subdivision is |ocated i nediately south of the Pal afox Industrial Park, which is
imredi ately south of the site. The Seaboard SystemRailroad is |located i medi ately to the east.
Beyond the railroad is the Agrico Chemi cal Superfund site. The comunity is bordered to the
west by Pal afox H ghway, and to the south by East Fairfield Drive.

5.1 Residential Sanpling Results

In July 1995, EPA conducted an extensive residential sanpling effort to determ ne whether off-
site soil in residential areas had been affected by the ETC site. Residential areas north and
south of the site were subdivided into equal -sized grids (approxi mately 225 ft x 225 ft), and
conposite soil sanples fromthese grids were collected and anal yzed for a wi de range of

chem cals. The conposite sanpl es conbi ned snall anounts of soil fromseveral locations within a
sanpling grid, providing an average of the chem cal concentrations within that grid. Conposite
sanpl es were collected fromseventy-five grids. In addition, to accommodate comunity concerns,
EPA col | ected and anal yzed over 40 grab sanples fromlocations and naterials selected by the



techni cal advisor for CATE. The conposite and grab sanpling results are sunmmarized in the
foll owi ng paragraphs.

5.1.1 Conposite Sanpling Results
Rosewood Terrace

BaP contam nati on in Rosewood Terrace ranged from.00004 ppmto 0.068 ppm The hi ghest
concentrations were found in a grid near the SWW 10 excavation. Dioxin concentrations in
Rosewood Terrace ranged from.026 ppb to .607 ppb in the grid sanples. The highest dioxin
concentrations were found in three grids 30, 40 and 41. Arsenic concentrations ranged from2.1
ppmto 3.2 ppm

Cak Park

BaP contam nati on ranged from0.0002 ppmto 0.127 ppmwi th the highest concentrati ons found

in grid nunber 30, just north of the SWWJ 10 excavation. D oxin contam nation in the Cak Park
subdi vi sion ranged from.0036 to .024 ppb. No significant arsenic contam nation was found in
Gak Park.

Escanbi a Arns

BaP contamination in the Escanbia Arns soil ranged from0.005 ppmto 1.133 ppmw th the hi ghest
concentrations found in the courtyard. D oxin contamnation in the soil around the Escanbi a
Arns Apartnents ranged from 000.8 ppb to 0.012 ppb. Arsenic concentrations ranged from2.3 ppm
to 7 ppm

Goul di ng Subdi vi sion (AKA Pearl Street and Hernman Avenue area)

BaP contami nation in the Goul di ng subdivision ranged from0.004 ppmto 24.7 ppm The hi ghest
concentrations were found in the central to eastern portion of the subdivision

5.1.2 Community Dioxin Gab sanples

Di oxi n concentrations fromgrab sanples found in the Rosewood Terrace nei ghborhood ranged from
.219 ppb to 2.956 ppb. The result of the dioxin grab sanple in Gak Park was a concentration of
.0088 ppb. Dioxin sanples collected in the northern portion of the Goul di ng subdivision ranged
from 0. 00046 ppb to 0.125 ppb. A surface sanple which was detected at 0.01436 ppb had a
correspondi ng subsurface sanple with a concentration of 0.125. No grab sanples were coll ected
for dioxin in the Escanbia Arns Apartnents.

5.1.3 Lead

Lead was detected at various concentrations during the investigation. Lead concentrations above
EPA' s screening | evel of 400 ppmwere detected in four sanpling grids in the Goul ding
subdi vi sion. The hi ghest |ead concentration (8,700 ppn) was detected in a fenced
non-residential property on the corner of Hernmann Avenue and Pal afox. This contami nation
appears to be related to activities carried out by the owner rather than the Escanbia site, so
EPA has forwarded the data to the Renoval Assessnent Teamfor follow up action. No significant

| ead contam nation was found in any other residential areas.

5.2 Summary

In general, EPA Superfund regul ati ons specify that EPA nmay consider taking action at a site when



cancer risks exceed the 1 X 10 -4 level. EPA may elect to devel op cleanup | evels which wll
mgrate that cancer risk in a range froml x 10 -4 to 1 x 10 -6. Based on prelimnary

eval uation, EPA has determ ned that sone |evels of BaP and dioxin exceed the | x 10 -4 risk in
the Rel ocation Area.

H storical aerial photographs and topographic naps of the area indicate that the BaP and di oxin
contami nation found in the nei ghborhoods north and south of the site are a result of surface
wat er drai nage and erosion fromtreated | unber storage areas and waste water discharges at the
ETC site. In 1996, in response to concerns that there nmay have been a contributing source of
contam nation in the Pal afox Industrial Park, EPA conducted a site assessnent in the Park. The
site assessnent indicated that the Park is not a source of the contam nation

6.0 SUWARY CF SI TE R SKS

As part of the Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) process, EPA will conduct a
ri sk assessnent for the ETC site to evaluate the risks to human health and the environnent
associated with site contamnation. Since the pilot project and interimaction are being
conducted prior to the conpletion of the RI/FS, a full risk assessnment has not yet been

conpl eted for the ETC site.

At this prelimnary stage, rather than basing the remedial action on specific renediation goals,
EPA has determned that the relocation of the residents in the Relocation Area will effectively
prevent further exposure of the residents to the contam nants

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromportions of this site, if not
addressed by inplenmenting the response action selected in this ROD, nmay present an i nm nent and
substantial endangernment to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

7.0 DESCRI PTI ON OF REMEDI AL ACTI ON ALTERNATI VES
Under the relocation evaluation pilot, EPA developed two alternatives to address the potentia
threat posed by off-site soil contam nation in residential areas near the Escanbia site. A
brief description of each alternative is provided here. Additional explanation can be found in
the Cost Estinate for InterimRenedy A ternatives, Decenber 1, 1995, contained in the
Adm ni strative Record file located at the Infornation Repository.
ALTERNATI VE 1
No Action
The National Contingency Plan (NCP) requires the devel opnent of a no action alternative as a
basis for conparison to other alternatives. Under the no action alternative, no funds are
expended for nonitoring, control, cleanup activities or relocation of residents to address
conditions caused by the Site
PRESENT WORTH COST: $0
ALTERNATI VE 2
Per manent Rel ocati on

. Per manent rel ocation of approxi mately 358 househol ds in Rosewood Terrace

subdi vi si on, the Qak Park subdivision the Escanbia Arns apartnents and the Coul ding
subdi vi si on.



. Denolition of structures and off-site disposal of debris.

. Controls, as necessary, to restrict access to the property to prevent further
residential use.

Properties will be purchased and residents relocated in accordance with the Uniform Rel ocati on
Assi stance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (URA).

The costs of pernmanent relocation of the residential areas under Aternative 2 are $23,577, 101
8.0 COVPARI SON OF ALTERNATI VES

In this section, the performance of EPA's preferred interimaction alternative is evaluated to
determine how well it nmeets each of the nine evaluation criteria |listed bel ow as conpared with
the other alternatives.

8.1 THRESHOLD CRI TER A

Overal|l Protection of Health and the Environnent

By relocating the residents, Alternative 2 will prevent exposure to contam nants and will
address the factors enunerated in Sections 4 and 9.

Alterative 1 does not protect residents fromexposure to contam nants in portions of the

Rel ocation Area and is therefore not protective of human health. 1t also does not address the
ot her concerns, enunmerated in Sections 4 and 9, related to the effects of the Site on residents
of the Relocation Area.

Conpl i ance with Federal /State Requirenments (ARARs)

Alternative 2 will be inplenmented in accordance with the Federal Uniform Rel ocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (URA).

Alternative 1 would not require relocation and thus conpliance with the URA. NO ot her ARARs
are inplicated.
8.2 PRI MARY BALANCI NG CRI TER A

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Alternative 2 is effective in the long-termsince residents will be pernanently renoved, and
thereby protected fromSite contam nati on and other Site inpacts.

The use of the property will be restricted so that future residential use will not be permitted.
This is consistent with the preferred projected devel opnent for the area, according to the
Conpr ehensive Plan for Escanmbia County.

Alternative 1 would not be effective in the long termsince it would not limt exposure of
residents in the Relocation Area to site contam nants and woul d not abate the effects on
residents of the other site-related effects listed in Sections 4 and 9.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Vol ume

Since this is an interimaction and no final renmedy is being selected to address contam nat ed



soil, this criterion does not apply. The final renedy for the Site will address these criteria.
Short-Term Ef f ecti veness

Alternative 2 will be effective in the short termas soon as the residents are renoved fromthe
Rel ocation Area.

Alternative 1 would not be effective in the short termsince it would not limt exposure of
residents in the Relocation Area to site contam nants and woul d not abate the effects on
residents of the other site-related effects listed in Sections 4 and 9.
Inpl ementability
Alternative 2 will be adm nistratively conplex, but is inplenentable. Follow ng devel opnent of
a Real Estate Planning Report, real estate acquisitions and relocation of the initial househol ds
will begin al nost imediately. The conpletion of relocation and denolition activities are
expected to take up to 3 years.
Alternative 1 woul d be inpl enentabl e.
Cost
The estimated cost for Alternative 2 is $23,577,101. The Agency has determ ned that the cost of
the relocation is justified in order to prevent exposure of the residents to adverse effects at
the Site in furtherance of the National Relocation Pilot project.
The cost of Alternative 1 is $0.
8.3 MDD FYING CRITERI A
St at e Accept ance
The FDEP has concurred with this selected alternative.
FDEP woul d not accept Alternative 1.
Communi ty Acceptance
The community has accepted this selected alternative.
The community woul d not accept Alternative 1.
9.0 SELECTED REMEDY
EPA has identified Alternative 2 - Permanent relocation of residents, as the selected interim
action alternative for the site. This action addresses relocation of residents which have been
determined by EPA to be within the area affected by contami nation fromthe site and by the
factors enunerated below. A description of these areas is found in Section 5 of this ROD. The
maj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

. Per manent rel ocation of an estinated 358 households fromthe Rosewood Terrace

subdi vi si on, the Qak Park subdivision, the Escanbia Arns Apartnents, and the
Goul di ng subdi vi si on



. Properties will be purchased and residents relocated in accordance with the Uniform
Rel ocati on Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (URA).

. Once residents are relocated, homes will be denolished and access to the properties
will be controlled, as necessary, to prevent further residential use.

The residents living in the area will be rel ocated because of the cumul ative inpacts of the
follow ng factors, not because of any single factor:

1. EPA has identified health risks, above the 10 -4 risk level, due to the presence of
contam nation fromdi oxin and BaP in portions of the Relocation Area

2. The adverse inpacts on the residents of the Relocation Area fromfear stemm ng from
uncertainty relative to health inpacts, |oss of property values, and psychol ogi ca
stress, are difficult to quantify but are very real considerations. These concerns
have arisen in part fromthe visibility of an extrenely | arge stockpile of highly
contam nated soil and two excavations of simlar nagnitude. The excavations and
stockpile are the result of the 1991-92 renoval action in the imediate vicinity of the
Rel ocation Area

3. In addition to the risks posed by contam nation in substantial portions of the
Rel ocation Area, final renediation activities on the site can be expected to further
adversely affect the renai nder of the Relocation Area with inpacts such as truck
traffic, noise, dust, et cetera

4, Renmoving the residents in the Relocation Area will provide greater flexibility for
final remedy selection with a significant potential for |lowering overall project costs.
The cost savings are enhanced by obviating the need to renediate soil in residentia

areas to residential risk |levels.

5. The residential areas in the Relocation Area are discreet, well defined, and | ocated in
a commercial area. The existing land use and transportation infrastructure strongly
indicates the appropriate use of the property is as industrial property. In addition

the relocation will provide land for industrial purposes that is valuable to the
comunity froman econom c devel opnent perspective.

6. There is a need to ensure that residents are not exposed to hazardous substances during
renmedi ation activities in the Relocation Area.

7. Heavy construction equi prent and construction traffic during the final renmedy coul d
pose a physical hazard to residents, especially curious children

8. The relocation will accommbdate EPA' s need for additional space for nanagi ng and
i npl enenting the construction of the final renedy for the site

EPA' s selected alternative satisfies the following statutory requirenents of CERCLA
. Protection of human health, welfare, and the environnment

. Conpl i ance with ARARs

To the extent practicable, EPA's preferred alternative utilizes permanent sol utions and
alternative treatnent technol ogies. The statutory preference for renedi es that enpl oy
treatnents that reduce toxicity, nobility, or volune will be addressed by the final response



action for the site.

Finally, this alternative will provide the best bal ance anong the nine criteria EPAis required
to consider under the National Contingency Plan

10.0 STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ON

This interimaction protects human health and wel fare by relocating residents so as to prevent
exposure to contam nated surface soil and it protects residents fromthe ancillary effects of
conditions at the Site, as explained in nore detail in Section 9. This interimaction is not
desi gned or expected to be final, but the selected renedy represents the best bal ance for
tradeoffs anong alternatives with respect to pertinent criteria, given the limted scope of the
action. The statutory preference for treatnent will be addressed in the final decision docunent
for the Site.

11. 0 EXPLANATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGCES

In April, 1996 EPA issued a proposed plan for the Escanbia Superfund Site and proposed a renedy
for relocation of 66 households in the Rosewood Terrace Subdivision. The proposed renedy was
intended to address contamination in the yards of 22 househol ds and effects inplenenting the
remedy on the renaining 44 households. |n August, EPA announced that it intended to expand the
rel ocation to enconpass the Qak Park Subdivision, thus addi ng an additi onal 35 households. The
expansi on was proposed in recognition of the isolating effect the Rosewood Terrace subdivi sion
rel ocation woul d have on the single famly hones of the Gak Park community and the comunity's
concerns regarding the contam nation at the site

This ROD further expands the relocation to add the Escanbia Arns Apartnent conplex and the
Goul di ng subdi vi sion, approxi mately an additional 257 households for a total of approxi mately
358. This decision is based on an eval uation of the public comments and the factors listed in
Section 9.



APPENDI X A
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

There were several comments and questions regarding EPA' s initial proposal to conduct

only a partial relocation. Concerns about the inpact of the initially proposed relocation on
the Escanbia Arns apartnents and on the Goul di ng subdi vi si on have been addressed in this

deci sion docunent. |In particular, the Explanation of Significant Changes section in this ROD
provides a resolution to these concerns. The following are EPA's responses to other questions
and comments whi ch were submtted.

Comment 1: Wiy didn't EPA bring up the issue that nore testing was required to make a deci sion
about the Goul ding subdivision prior to the issuance of the amended proposed plan?

EPA Response: At the tinme of the issuance of the amended proposed plan, EPA had not determ ned
that the nexus between contam nant concentrations in the subdivision and the site existed

Since then, EPA has received additional information and taken several factors into
consideration, as enunerated in Section 9 of the ROD, to deternmine an appropriate renedi a
response.

Comment 2: The proposed plan failed to mention the Agrico Superfund Site

EPA Response: The proposed interimaction was devel oped to mtigate human health risk rel ated
to the release of contamination to the residential areas that appear to be related to the
Escanbi a Superfund site. No contam nants of concern were detected which appear to be a result
of a release fromthe Agrico site.

Comment 3: The proposed plan does not address synergistic effect of chemical exposure

EPA Response: For the contami nants for which EPA has informati on there has been no evidence
of synergistic effects. Therefore, synergistic effects are not evaluated during the risk
assessnent process. However, EPA' s conservative approach to conducting risk assessnents does
assune additive effects. At this interimstage in the process, the risk assessment for this
site has not been done. The risk assessnent will be conpleted in the |ater stages of the
renmedi al investigation

Comment 4: The proposed plan does not address the non-cancer health risks formdioxin

EPA Response: Non-cancer health affects will be addressed in the risk assessnent for the site
and will be reflected in the final ROD for the site.

Comment 5: Wiat specific technical facts have been used by EPA to refuse to include dieldrin as
a Coc?

EPA Response: Dieldrin was not identified in the initial Proposed Plan or its addendum because
the data that had been collected to date did not indicate that dieldrin was associated with the
release fromthe Site

Commrent 6: Wiy was dieldrin not included in the estimates of health risk? |s there any
gui dance directing EPA to ignore chemcals found at a site because of uncertainty about the
origins of the contam nant?

EPA Response: Only contam nants of concern which result fromthe release fromthe site are
used in the health risk calculation for the site. D eldrin has not been associated with the



rel ease.

Comment 7: Wiy has EPA not presented data on exceedence of 10E-4 and 10E-6 curul ative ri sk,
even though EPA his referred, to cunulative risk?

EPA Response: |In the early stages of the renedial investigation, prelimnary renediation goals
wer e devel oped for individual contaminants. Cunulative risks will be determined in the risk
assessnent .

Comment 8: Does EPA disagree with CATE s cal cul ation of cumul ative risk for the Goul di ng area?

EPA Response: EPA has not reviewed the cal cul ations subnmitted on August 15th. However, EPA
will calculate cumulative risk during the risk assessment.

Commrent 9: Are residents exposed to soil contaminants in and fromareas other than their
ot her places and ingesting contam nated soil while at other places?

EPA Response: EPA has no informati on upon which to base a conclusion on this issue.
Commrent 10: |Is 10E-6 level for dioxin 2 ppt?

EPA Response: At the 10E-6 level the prelimnary renediation goal for dioxin was calculated to
be 2 ppt.

Comment 11: Has EPA taken into consideration a sub-popul ati on consisting of former workers at
the Escanbia site that have had previ ous exposures to the sane set of contam nants as in
residential soil? Wat does the NCP and EPA guidance indicate is the appropriate procedure?
EPA Response: At this point EPA has not taken into considerati on a sub-popul ati on consisting of
former workers. However, depending on site specific denographic conditions, it nmay be an

appropriate consideration for the risk assessnent.

Comment 12: Wiy has EPA not taken a renoval action for the residents living on soil which
exceed 10E-4, including data from 1992?

EPA Response: The data from 1992 did not show substantial contami nation in the residential
community above levels of concern at that tine.

Commrent 13: To what extent has EPA paid attention to the infornation provided by the Precision
Machi ni ng Conpany about rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Escanbia site.

EPA Response: The issues of contaminant migration fromthe ETC site to Pal afox | ndustri al
Park, in which Precision Machi ni ng Conpany resides, has been investigated. To date no site
rel ated surface contam nati on has been detected.

Comment 14: How long will the relocation take?

EPA Response: Once the groundwork (relocation and real estate planning report) is done it may
take up to three years.

Comment 15: What will be done with the property that EPA buys?

EPA Response: It will be turned over to the State of Florida.



Comment 16: The State of Florida requires that O eanup goals shoul d be based on the 10-6
risk reduction. EPA s renedy departs fromthis goal.

EPA Response: For this interimaction, EPA has not devel oped specific cleanup goals. Final
remedi ation goals will be developed in the final ROD for the site.



